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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

A. CEQA Process

On September 27, 2011 the City of Pleasanton (Lead Agency) released for public review a Draft
Supplementa Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the City’ s proposed Housing
Element, Climate Action Plan, and associated General Plan Amendment and rezonings

(SCH# 2011052002). The 45-day public review and comment period on the Draft SEIR began on
September 27, 2011 and closed on November 14, 2011.

The Draft SEIR for the proposed Housing Element, Climate Action Plan, and associated General
Plan Amendments and rezonings (proposed project) together with this Response to Comments
Document constitutes the Final SEIR for the proposed project. The Final SEIR isan
informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by decision-
makers before approving the proposed project and that must reflect the Lead Agency’s
independent judgment and analysis of the anticipated physical impacts of proposed project on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the following:

“The Final EIR shall consist of:
(@ TheDraft EIR or arevision of that draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a
summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

(d) Theresponses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental pointsraisedin
review and consultation process.

(e)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA
Guidelines. This Response to Comments Document incorporates comments from public agencies
and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to those
comments. The Final SEIR reflects the City’ sindependent judgment and analysis.
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1. Introduction

B. Method of Organization

This SEIR Response to Comments Document for the proposed project contains information in
response to comments raised during the public comment period.

This chapter, Introduction, describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to
Comments Document.

Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft SEIR, contains text changes to the Draft SEIR. Some changes
were initiated by the City; others were made in response to comments received on the Draft
SEIR.

Chapter 3, Agencies, Organizations and Individuals Commenting on the Draft SEIR, listsall
agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted written comments on the Draft SEIR during
the public review and comment period. The list also indicates the receipt date of each written
correspondence.

Chapter 4, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft SEIR, contains comment letters received
during the review and comment period. The responses to the comments are provided following
each letter.

Chapter 5, Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearing on the Draft SEIR, containsa
summary of all environmental topics raised regarding the Draft SEIR at the Planning Commission
public hearing on October 26, 2011.

Chapter 6, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, describes the identified mitigation
measures and the responsible parties, tasks, and schedul e for monitoring mitigation compliance.
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CHAPTER 2

Revisions to the Draft SEIR

The following revisions are made to the Draft SEIR and incorporated as part of the Fina SEIR.
Revised or new language is underlined. Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text.

Therevisionsin this chapter do not identify any new significant impacts other than those aready
identified in the Draft SEIR, nor do they reveal any substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact in comparison to the analyses contained in the Draft SEIR. Therevisions
also do not describe any project aternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different
from those identified in the Draft SEIR. Accordingly, the revisionsin this chapter do not
constitute “significant new information” and it istherefore not necessary for the Lead Agency to
recirculate the SEIR for public comment prior to certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5).

Section A, below, identifies staff-initiated changes made to the Draft SEIR. Section B identifies
changes made to the SEIR in response to comments received.

A. Staff-Initiated Changes to the Draft SEIR

Thetext changes presented in this section areinitiated by Lead Agency staff. Changes include
minor text correctionsto the Draft SEIR and revisionsto Mitigation 4.B-4 to better reflect
BAAQMD requirements related to toxic air contaminants, and Mitigation Measures 4.C-1d and
4.D-1b to correctly reflect the findings of SEIR impact discussions. None of the revisions results
in fundamental aterations of the conclusions of the Draft SEIR nor do they change any SEIR
significance determinations.

The following item has been added to the list under Appendiceson pageii:

E. Water Supply Assessment
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The following text has been corrected in the first paragraph on page 1-5, last sentence:

The courts have looked not for +e perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good
faith effort at full disclosure.

The following text has been corrected on page 2-8, under G. Areas of Concern:

Section 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR summary identify areas
of controversy known to the lead agency, including those issues raised by other agencies
and the public. The analyss in thls EIR indicates that ai+-emissionsfrom-nereased-traffic
nd vehicle operations would

S gn|f|cantly decrease service Ievels for certain roadway segments irtersections. Asa
result, impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even after incorporation of
mitigation measures. As aresult, issues related to local teeated air quality, GHG
emissions, and traffic impacts, are potentia areas of controversy.

A column and footnotes have been added to Table 3-3 of the Project Description to clarify which
of the potential sites for rezoning contain mixed-use devel opment potential:

General Plan Amendment and Rezonings 2-2 ESA /210016
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 3-3
POTENTIAL SITES FOR REZONING®

. Proposed General Plan
Site Propert Troposec senera’t-an
perty Designation/Rezoning?
1 BART’ No Change/PUD-MU
2 Sheraton Mixed Use/PUD-MU*
3 Stoneridge Shopping Center Mixed Use/PUD-MU*S
4 Kaiser Mixed Use/PUD-MU*
6 Irby-Kaplan-Zia Mixed Use/PUD-MU*
7 Pleasanton Gateway® High Density Residential and Medium
Density Residential/ PUD-HDR and PUD-
MDR
8 Auf de Maur/ Richenback® High Density Residential and Retail,
Highway, Service Commercial/PUD-HDR
and PUD-C
9 Nearon Site High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
10 CarrAmerica™ No Change/PUD-MU®
11 Kiewit High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
13 CM Capital Properties No Change/PUD-MU* or PUD-HDR
14 Legacy Partners High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
17 Axis Community Health No Change/PUD-C-C
18 Downtown (SF site) High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
19 Sunol Blvd. and Sonoma Dr. High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
20 Sunol Blvd. and Sycamore Rd. High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
21 4202 Stanley High Density Residential/PUD-HDR
Notes:
a. Table 5-1 of the Draft SEIR (with the edits shown on page 2-7 of the Final SEIR) shows the “proposed
project” development scenario.
b.  The proposed housing on Site 1 would be part of a mixed use project that could include a hotel, office
and retail development and such project has been evaluated in this SEIR.
c.___The Mixed-Use zoning would add High Density Residential use to the uses already allowed by the
existing zoning on these sites.
d. __ Future project may include up to 59,000 sf retail.
e Future project may include up to 88 single family residential units.
f. Future project may include up to 10,000 sf retail.
a Some sites are located in the East Side Specific Plan Area and/or include a Public Health and Safety,
and/or Wildland Overlay General Plan designation. These designations are not proposed to change.
SOURCE: Pleasanton, 2011

The following edit has been made on page 3-19 to the first partial sentence:

the City can expect to reduce emissions by 261,649 117,436 MT CO,e annualy by 2020.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The following edits have been made to Table 3-4 on page 3-19 of the Draft SEIR:

TABLE 3-4
ESTIMATED GHG REDUCTION POTENTIAL OF CLIMATE ACTION PLAN STRATEGIES
Relative
Reductions from: MT CO.e Contribution
Energy measures 54,116 43,027 46%-42%
Solid Waste Minimization measures 29,605 29%
Land Use and Transportation measures 35,345 28,646 25%28%
Water and Wastewater measures 371 <1%
Public Education and Engagement NA NA
Totals 117,436-101,649 100%

SOURCE: City of Pleasanton CAP, 2011

The following edit has been made on page 4-5 to the subheading under G. Use of General Plan
EIR

General Plan EIR Summaery

The following edit has been made on page 4.B-21, first paragraph, third sentence under Impact
4.B-4 of the Draft SEIR:

This source indicates that there are 40 permitted TAC sources within 1,000 feet of the of
ene-er-mere potential sitesfor rezoning.

The following edit has been made on page 4.B-22 to Mitigation Measure 4.B-4 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.B-4: Reduce Exposure to TACs. On project sites where
screening thresholds are exceeded, the following measures shall be implemented for
development on all the potential sites for rezoning to reduce exposure to TACs and
improve indoor and outdoor air quality:

« Indoor Air Quality - In accordance with the recommendations of BAAQMD,
appropriate measures shall be incorporated into site and/or building design in order to
reduce the potential health risk due to exposure of sensij[ive receptorsto TACsto a

less than significant level-te-achieve-an-aceeptable-interiorairquality-teve-for
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

retheds:

3 Project applicants shall retain aqualified air quality consultant to prepare a
health risk assessment (HRA) in accordance with the BAAQMD requirements
to determine the exposure of project residents/occupants/usersto air pollutants
prior to issuance-of-a-demelition,-grading-or-butdingpermit PUD approval.
The HRA shall be submitted to the Community Devel opment Department for
review and approval. The applicant shall implement the approved HRA
mitigation measure recommendations, if any, in order to reduce exposure to
TACs below BAAQMDs threshold of significance at the time of project

approval.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

e Outdoor Air Quality - To the maximum extent practicable, individual and common
exterior open space, including playgrounds, patios, and decks, shall either be shielded
from the source of air pollution by buildings or otherwise buffered to further reduce
air pollution for project occupants.

The following edit have been made on page 4.C-31 of the Draft SEIR to reflect the finding of the
impact discussion:

Mitigation Measure 4.C-1d: Compensatory mitigation for annual grassland habitat
providing potentially suitable habitat for burrowing owl. Annual grasslands at the
Sites 18 and 20 may provide foraging, nesting, or wintering habitat for burrowing owl. If
burrowing owls are found to be absent through the surveys prescribed above, then
consistent with standard CDFG mitigations standards and ratios, annual grassland habitat
at Sites 18 and 20 shall be compensated for at aratio of 1:1. If burrowing owls are found
to be occupying Sites 18 or 20, then compensatory mitigation shal be required at aratio
of 3:1, acresreplaced to acreslost. The project applicant may fulfill this obligation by
purchasing annual grassland property suitable for, or occupied by, burrowing owl. Such
land shall be protected in perpetuity through an endowed conservation easement.
Alternatively, the project applicant may purchase creditsin an approved mitigation bank
for burrowing owl.

The following edit has been made on page 4.D-15 of the Draft SEIR to ensure the City Council
can review the historical resource evaluation for existing structures prior to PUD approval:

Mitigation Measure 4.D-:1a: On Sites 6 and 21 prior to PUD approval or demolition,
whichever occursfirst, the project applicant shall have a historic resource evaluation
conducted for the homes and outbuildings on Site 6 and for the residence on Site 21, as
applicable. If it is determined that this a structureis historic, based on policies and local
criteria as may be adopted by the City of Pleasanton, Mitigation Measure 4.D-1b will be
required.

The following edit has been made on page 4.D-15 of the Draft SEIR to reflect the finding of the
impact discussion:

Mitigation Measure 4.D-1b: If the historic resources evaluation determines that Sites 6 or 21
contains a historic resource, based on policies and local criteria as may be adopted by the
City of Pleasanton, prior to demolition, the structure shall be documented according to
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. These standards include large format
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

black and white photographs, an historical narrative describing the architectural and historical
characterigtics of the building, and measured drawings (or reproduced existing drawingsif
available). The HABS documentation shall be archived at the City of Pleasanton Planning
Department and the City of Pleasanton Public Library.

The following edits have been made start on page 4.E-17, last paragraph of the Draft SEIR:

After crediting emissions reductions of 194,017 MT CO.e from the expected impact of
state-W| de measures |ncI uded in the AB 32 Scopl ng Plan, and-the projected-impact-of

ft CAP. Pleasanton’ s projected
city- W|de GHG emissions Would be 112 314 93,585 MT CO,e per year above the AB 32
target by 2020. As summarized in Table 4.E-5 below, implementation of the measures
set forth in the Draft CAP are expected to reduce city-wide emissions by 117,436
101,649 MT CO.e per year by 2020. This would reduce city-wide emissions
approximately 5,121 8,064 MT CO,e beyond the AB 32 target. Thus, as the result of
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 4.E-5
PROJECTED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PLEASANTON
CLIMATE ACTION PLAN STRATEGIES

Annual GHG
Reduction Potential
Strategy (MT COze)

SW2 Increase recycling, organics diversion, and waste reduction associated with the entire 29,605
community '

EC2 Leverage outside programs to increase energy efficiency 19,449 17394

EC4 Develop programs to increase energy efficiency 9,342

EC3 Establish and promote financing and financial incentive programs to support energy 7416
efficiency '

LU1 Support infill and higher density development 6,898

TDM2 | Promote alternatives to work and school commutes 11,257 6,558

LU2 Support mixed-use infill and new development near local-serving commercial areas 5,845

EC1 Us'e'C|ty codes, ordinances, and permitting to enhance green building and energy 3,807 3.773
efficiency

TDM1 | Use parking pricing/policy to discourage SOV travel 3,174

ER1 Implement local ordinances and permitting processes to support renewable energy 2,389

TR1 Improve transit system and ridership 2,377

LU3 Improve transportation efficiency through design improvements 2,202

ER2 Develop programs to promote on-site renewable energy to the community 1,519

NM1 Create and maintain a safe, convenient, and effective system for pedestrians and 1.280
bicyclists '

EG1 Prom(_)te_green building and energy efficient development for government operations 10,518 1.194
and city infrastructure —

VE2 Develop a city fleet replacement program 312

WAL Conserve community water through building and landscape design and 279
improvements

WA3 Increase or establish use of reclaimed/grey water systems 98

WA2 Conserve municipal operations water 1
Total 117,436 101,649

Note : This table is from the Draft CAP, Table 3-2. See Chapter 3 of the CAP for a full and detailed description of each of these
strategies, and Appendix D for detailed information on methods and assumptions used to quantify emissions reductions. See
Appendix B for Baseline and Future Year VMT Estimates, and Appendix C for VMT reduction associated with CAP implementation.

implementing the proposed Draft CAP, the City would achieve consistency with the provisions of
AB 32 asinterpreted by the BAAQMD by meeting the community-wide emissions reduction
target of 15 percent below its 2005 baseline by the year 2020. Thus, impacts related to
greenhouse gas emissions would be considered less than significant.

The following edits have been made on page 4.J-25 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.J-5a: Prior to prierte PUD approval, if apotential site for
rezoning would add traffic noise in excess exeeed of 55 dBA as described in Table 4.J-6,

General Plan Amendment and Rezonings 2-8
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

the project applicant shall conduct an off-site noise study to determine the project’s
contribution to off-site roadway noise and contribute its fair-share to mitigate the
established noise impact.

The following edits have been made on page 4.J-26 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.J-5c: Any locations of outdoor activity for sensitive uses
associated with the project site shall be designed so that the noise exposure from traffic
does not exceed 65dB L 4, at these activity areas. This shall be done thru site orientation
(i.e., location of activity areas away from roadways or shielded by project buildings) or
with the inclusion of appropriate noise barriers. Prior to PUD approval Beferebuitding
permitsaretssued, the project applicant shall be required to submit an acoustical analysis
demonstrating that outdoor activity spaces associated with sensitive uses do not exceed
65 dB L 4, within these spaces.

The following edit has been made on page 4.J-25 to the last paragraph, second sentence:

Given aworst-case exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 20 dB provided by project
buildings, interior noise exposure could be 45 dB L 4, or higher within some project
buildings.

The following edits have been made on page 4.J-28 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.J- 7 For residentia devel opments at St&eg—la 1113, and 14

hand pattern of Runway 25L, the C| ty shaII regquire aste—speuflc acoustical assessments
to determine noise exposure, impact, and mitigation regarding aircraft single events. The
assessments shall include the callection of aircraft single-event noise level datafor no
less than 48-hours on or in the vicinity of the given housing areas. If needed, aircraft-
related single-event noise exposure shall may be mitigated to satisfy the applicable City
of Pleasanton Code criteria of 50 dB Lmax (bedrooms) and 55 dB L max (other habitable
rooms) using acoustically rated construction material §/systems.

ESA /210016
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The following edits have been made on page 4.J-30 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.J-9: Prior to prierte PUD approval, if apotential site for rezoning
would add traffic noise in excess exceed of 55 dBA as described in Table 4.J-6, the
project applicant shall conduct an off-site noise study to determine the project’s
contribution to off-site roadway noise and contribute its fair-share to mitigate the
established noise impact.

The following information has been added on page 4.L-3 of the Draft SEIR in Table 4.L-2:

TABLE 4.L-2
SCHOOLS IN PLEASANTON UNIFIED SCHOOL
School Enroliment Enroliment
2005-2006 2010-2011
Horizon School N/A 25

The following text has been added on page 4.L-12 of the Draft SEIR to the paragraph following
Table 4.L-3:

The fees are expected to cover the facilities costs, which are created by residential

devel opment through the General Plans build-out plans, including the proposed housing
elements (City of Pleasanton, 2009b). As aresult, the new development associated with
the proposed Housing Element would pay afeeto cover facility costs to accommodate
new enrollment. Furthermore, in accordance with Section 65995(h) of the California
Government Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998), the payment of statutory
fees*”...isdeemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or
adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or devel opment
of real property, or any change in governmental organization or reorgani zation.”
Therefore, with the required payment of fees, impacts to schools associated with the
residential development on the potential sites for rezoning under the proposed Housing
Element would be less than significant. In addition to the required payment of fees, the
City of Pleasanton has committed to work with PUSD to |ocate sites and plan for
additional school facilities as made necessary by this expansion of residential

devel opment.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The following edit has been made on page 4.L-13 of the Draft SEIR to reflect the finding of the
impact discussion:

Impact 4.L-2: Development facilitated by the General Plan Amendment and
rezonings could potentially require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements. (kess-than Significant)

The following text has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.L-2 on page 4.L-15 of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.L-2: Prior to the recordation of a Final Map, the issuance of a
grading permit, the issuance of a building permit, or utility extension approval to the site,
whichever is sooner, the applicant shall submit written verification from Zone 7 Water
Agency or the City of Pleasanton’s Utility Planning Division that water is available for the
project. To receive the verification, the applicant may need to offset the project’ s water
demand. This approval does not guarantee the availability of sufficient water capacity to
serve the project. Development is also subject to General Plan Housing Element Program
9.1 regarding growth management to ensure that residential development is consistent with
the City’ sinfrastructure capacity.

The following text has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.N-7 on page 4.N-31 of the Draft
FEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.N-7: The City shall require devel opers on the potential sitesfor
rezoning to contribute fair-share funds through the payment of the City of Pleasanton and
Tri-Valley Regional traffic impact feesto help fund future improvements to local and
regional roadways. Development is also subject to General Plan Housing Element Program
9.1 regarding growth management to ensure that residential development is consistent with
the City’ sinfrastructure capacity.

The following footnotes have been added to Table 5-1 on page 5-4 of the Draft SEIR:

TABLE 5-1
PROJECT BUILD ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY " 232

2. The same mixed use and single family residential devel opment assumptions, and acreage assumptions, as shown in
Table 3-3 apply to the proposed project development scenario and Alternatives 1-4.

3. For siteslocated in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area, this SEIR covers only the general plan amendment and
rezoning of the sites for high density residential development. This SEIR covers water supply impacts associated
with the rezoning as described in the water supply assessment in Appendix E of the Final SEIR.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

B. Changes to the Draft SEIR in Response to
Comments

Thetext changes presented in this section were initiated by comments on the Draft SEIR. None of
the revisions results in fundamental alterations of the conclusions of the Draft SEIR. The
following text changes are revised as follows:

The text on page 4.A-13 of the Draft SEIR has been revised as follows for clarification purposes:

Along the 1-680 corridor, additional development (housing and a Safeway) is proposed
for the Pleasanton Gateway (Site 7), through which views of important scenic vistas are
currently available. The Specific Plan for Pleasanton Gateway originally identified office
uses with three- to four-story buildings for the Site 7 area, which is currently
undeveloped. Due to their height, the addition of three- to four-story residential buildings
could affect views from Valley and Berna Avenues of Pleasanton Ridge, located to the
west of Site 7 across |-680.

No residential development is proposed outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. Most of
the potential sitesfor rezoning are infill development that would have no effect on the
ared s scenic vistas. Devel opment with the potential to affect scenic vistas would occur in
areasthat are dready densely developed (i.e., Sites 1, 2, and 3), except in the case of Site 7,
which would be constructed on currently undeveloped land. By following goals, policies,
and programs included as part of the proposed Housing Element, General Plan,
applicable zoning requirements, design guidelines and specific plans, Pleasanton’ s visual
resources, including hillsides and ridgelines, would largely be protected from impacts
resulting from devel opment facilitated by the proposed Housing Element.

Development at Site 7 is currently entitled to allow up to three- and four-story buildings.
Conceptual site plansfor Site 7 include a devel opment scenario with two-story buildings
aong Valley Avenue. In addition, views of the ridgeland area are currently somewhat
obscured by existing trees and other vegetation along Bernal and Valley Avenues. Two-
story building heights along Valley Avenue would facilitate maintaining views corridor
of the established scenic vistas, especialy given that the undevel oped ridgeland area
starts above the 620 foot contour and would be visible above atwo-story building with a
likely 20- to 25-foot setback {which-would-berequiredforthis-development) from Valley
Avenue. However, for purposes of the analysis in this SEIR and because final site plans
have not been developed or approved for Site 7, the analysis conservatively assumes that
four-story development could occur throughout Site 7 and would have the potential to
obscure views of the ridgeline west of 1-680 and this impact would still be considered
significant. Mitigation Measure 4.A-1 would reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels.

[Comment 2-1]
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The last sentence on page 4.L-2 of the Draft SEIR is revised as follows:

Pleasanton Unified School District’s enrollment in the 2005-2006 academic year was
14,518 students; by the 2010-2011 school year enrollment grew 2.4 percent to 14,876 26

pereent-to-14,904.

[Comment 4-1]

The following citation is added to the Reference section of 4.L, Public Services and Utilities of the

Draft SEIR:

Pleasanton Unified School District, 2011. Comments by the Pleasanton Unified School

District to Draft Supplemental Environmental |mpact Report SCH#20011052002.

Parvin Ahmadi, Superintendent. November 10, 2011.

[Comment 4-1]

Table 4.L-2 on page 4.L-3 of the Draft SEIRis revised as follows:

TABLE 4.L-2
SCHOOLS IN PLEASANTON UNIFIED SCHOOL
School Enroliment Enrollment
2005-2006 2010-2011
Alisal Elementary 708 660
Thomas H. Donlon Elementary 660 753
Fairlands Elementary 622 764
Phoebe Apperson Hearst Elementary 671 696
George C. Lydiksen Elementary 695 653
Henry P. Mohr Elementary 658 700
Valley View Elementary 692 730
Vintage Hills Elementary 633 661
Walnut Grove Elementary 715 710
Thomas S. Hart Middle 1,165 1,084
Harvest Park Middle 1,072 1,179
Pleasanton Middle 1,253 1,203
Amador Valley High School 2,450 2,592-2,591
Foothill High School 2,322 2,275
Village High School 202 216
Horizon School N/A 25
Total Enroliment 14,518 14,876 14,904

SOURCE: California Department of Education, 2011, PUSD, 2011.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

[Comment 4-2]

The text on page 4.L-12 of the Draft SEIR, under Schools, second sentenceis revised as follows:

As one gtrategy to Fe mitigate possible impacts to schools, the Pleasanton Unified School
District collects mitigation amounts, including devel oper fees on building plans for new
construction before the City of Pleasanton issues building permits on those plans.

[Comment 4-3]

The text has been added to Table 4.L-3 on page 4.L-12 of the Draft SEIR:

TABLE 4.L-3
PLEASANTON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT’S DEVELOPER FEES
Fees
Type of Residential Development (per square foot)
Single Family (max 7,000 sq. ft.) $8.62
Multifamily Rental $3.04

[Comment 4-4]

The first sentence on page 4.M-1 of the Draft SEIR, under City Parks and Recreational Facilities,
isrevised as follows:

The City of Pleasanton’s park system consists of 26 neighborhood parks, totaling
approximately 133 acres, and 14 community parks, totaling approximately 209 acres, some
of which are joint-use parks shared with the Pleasanton Unified School District (City of
Pleasanton, 2009a).

[Comment 4-5]

The following edit has been made to Table 3-3, row 8, on page 3-14 of the Draft SEIR:
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 3-3
POTENTIAL SITES FOR REZONING
No.

Potential Units at No.
Acreage for 23 Units at

Existing General Plan MF units/a 30+
# Property APN Designation Acres Development c units/ac
Retail/Highway/ Service 345-460

Auf de Maur/ Commercial, Business &

8 Richenback  946-4542-045-03 Prof. Offices 16.0 115 159-345

[Comment 5-1]

The following edit is made to Impact 4.N-7 on page 4.N-31of the Draft SEIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.N-7: Prior to issuance of building permit(s), the City shall require

devel opers on the potentia sitesfor rezoning to contribute fair-share funds through the payment
of the City of Pleasanton and Tri-Valley Regional traffic impact feesto help fund future
improvementsto loca and regional roadways.

[Comment 8-2]

The following footnote is added to the fourth full paragraph on page 3-8 of the Draft SEIR:

LThe units per acre refers to the average density over the entirety of the site.

[Comment 8-3]

The following edit is made to the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 4.M-4 of the Draft
FIR:

A planned 38- 40-acre park would be sited on reclaimed quarry lands to the east side of
Pleasanton; this park may include sportsfields or serve as a gateway to the chain of lakesin
the area.

[Comment 8-4]
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The following edit is made to the last sentence on page 3-13 of the Draft SEIR:

Additionally, for sites located in the East Side Specific Plan area, this SEIR coversonly the
Genera Plan amendment and rezoning of those sites, and is not intended to cover
additional environmental impacts of the proposed specific plan. The General Plan EIR,
which this EIR supplements, analyzed the traffic impacts of mid-point devel opment
thresholds of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area.

[Comment 9-1]

For clarification, the text on page 4.G-4, under “ Other Health and Safety Considerations’ is
revised as follows:

A Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) natural gas pipelinein a 30-foot easement parallels the
northern edge of the city, adjacent to 1-580 (PHMSA, 2007). In addition, according to
mapping compiled by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, two
hazardous liquid transmission lines run through the city. One cuts across Site 1 and then
runsaing relatively close to Sites 10, 11, 6, and 17; the second runs a ong the southeast
border of the city, north of the San Antonio Reservoir and well away from any of the
potential sitesfor rezoning (PHMSA, 2007). Excavation in the vicinity of pipelinesis
regulated under the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act.

[Comment 9-4]

The text on page 4.C-32, second full sentence under Impact 4.C-2 isrevised as follows:

However, Arroyo Mocho, Tassgjara Creek and Arroyo del Valle run through the Planning
Area and the following potential sitesfor rezoning are adjacent to these watercourses. Site
6 (Irby-K aplan-Zia), which-propesesto-construct-138-units; Site 8 (Auf de Maur/
Richenback), which-propeses-to-construct-159-units; and Site 21(4202 Stanley), which

proposes-to-construct-41-units, are adjacent to Arroyo del Valle. Site 6 (Irby-Kaplan-Zia)
and Site 21 (4202 Stanley) include a portion of the Arroyo del Valle riparian corridor with

aWildlands Overlay land use designation. Site 13 (CM Capital Properties); which-propeses
to-construct-378-units is adjacent to Arroyo Mocho; and Site 10 (CarrAmerica), which
proposes-to-construct336-252 units; and Site 9 (Nearon Site); which-proposes-to-construct
129 units; are adjacent to Tassgjara Creek. Site 20 (Sunol Blvd. and Sycamore Rd.); which

propeoses-to-construct 53-units; is adjacent to the historical channel of Sycamore Creek
(Sowers and Richard, 2003).

[Comment 10-1]
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

The text on page 4.J-28 of the Draft SEIR isrevised asfollows:

Mitigation Measure 4.J-7: For resudentlal developments at Stesg—lg 11, 13; and 14 near

: he |eft-hand
pattern of Runway 251, the C| ty shaII require aste-specmc acoustl caI assessmentsto
determine noise exposure, impact, and mitigation regarding aircraft single events. The
assessments shall include the collection of aircraft single-event noise level datafor no less
than 48-hours on or in the vicinity of the given housing areas. If needed, aircraft-related
single-event noise exposure shall may be mitigated to satisfy the applicable City of
Pleasanton Code criteria of 50 dB L (bedrooms) and 55 dB L . (0ther habitable rooms)
using acoustically rated construction material §/systems.

[Comment 10-5]
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CHAPTER 3

Agencies and Persons Commenting on the
Draft SEIR

A. Agencies and Persons Commenting in Writing

The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft
SEIR during the public review period. The 45-day public review and comment period on the
Draft SEIR began on September 27, 2011 and closed at 5:00 p.m. on November 14, 2011.

Letter Person/Agency and Signatory

Date

10

Dublin San Ramon Services District
(Rhodora Biagtan, Principal Engineer)

Pleasanton Gateway LLC
(Scott Trobbe)

Department of Transportation
(Gary Arnold, Digtrict Branch Chief)

Pleasanton Unified School District
(Parvin Ahmadi, Superintendent)

E & S Ring Management Corporation
(Ken Busch, Project Manager)

Julie Testa
Emilie Cruzan

Legacy Partners

(Steven Dunn, Senior Managing Director)
Kiewit

(Paul White, Director of Real Estate)

RREEF
(Catherine Minor, Vice President)

October 20, 2011

November 9, 2011

November 9, 2011

November 10, 2011

November 11, 2011

November 11, 2011
November 14, 2011
November 14, 2011

November 14, 2011

November 14, 2011
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3. Agencies and Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR

B. Commenters at the Public Hearing

Planning Commission

The following persons offered public comment during the City of Pleasanton Planning
Commission Public Hearing on the Draft SEIR held at the Pleasanton City Hall on October 26,
2011:

. Planning Commissioner Jennifer Pearce

. Planning Commissioner Phil Blank

. Planning Commission Vice Chair Jerry Pentin
. Planning Commission Chair Kathy Narum

. Dana Schlegel

o Rebecca Waker

. Monica Needcha, Pleasanton Garbage Service
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CHAPTER 4

Written Comments on the Draft SEIR and
Responses to Comments

This chapter contains copies of the comment |etters during the public review period on the

Draft SEIR, and the individual responses to those comments. Each written comment letter is
designated with a number (1 through 10) in the upper right-hand corner of the letter based on the
order in which they were received.

Within each written comment letter, individual comments are |abeled with a number in the
margin. Immediately following each comment letter is an individual response to each numbered
comment. Where responses have resulted in changes to the Draft SEIR, these changes al so appear
in Chapter 2 of this response to comments document.
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Comment Letter 1

ON SEz
SN Eryy,
s 5
2 | } 2,
DUBLIN 5 o =49 7051 Dublin Boulevard
SAN RAMON =] w B Dublin, California 94568
SERVICES B il e
—S— :
DISTRICT SQCE_ 195'5 . www.dsrsd.com

October 20, 2011

Janice Stern, Planning Manager

City of Pleasanton

Community Development Department
P. O. Box 520

Flieasanton, CA 94566

Subject: Dublin San Ramon Services District Comments
City of Pleasanton Housing Element Update and Climate Action Plan
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report SCH#20011052002

Dear Ms. Stern:

Thank you for providing Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the City of Pleasanton’s Housing Element Update and Climate
Action Plan. DSRSD is very interested in the DSEIR for two reasons: 1) as pointed out on page 4.L-4 of this report,
DSRSD provides wastewater treatment and disposal for the City of Pleasanton; and 2) DSRSD currently reclaims a
significant portion of the wastewater treatment stream at its Wastewater Treatment Plant located in Pleasanton. The
reclaimed water is sold as recycled water, and is used for irrigation of landscaping and road medians in the region.

DSRSD supports Water Element Goal 1: Preserve and protect water resources and supply for long-term sustainability
policy, and Policy 1, Program 1.5: Utilize cost-effective water reclamation and recycling techniques for the purpose of
water conservation rather than as a new source of water which must be used to sustain new and existing development.
where these techniques can be implemented without degrading surface water and groundwater quality. DSRSD also
supports the report’s stated Goal 5: Provide adequate sewage treatment and minimize wastewater export.

DSRSD can help the City of Pleasanton meet these worthwhile goals by enlarging the District’s current Recycled Water
Project to provide recycled water to the City of Pleasanton for use in future projects. DSRSD looks forward to
continnipe the strong relationship we have had for years with the City of Pleasanton via our wastewater ticainicni
contract. We also look forward to developing additional close ties through the implementation of recycled water
projects that would help meet the twin goals of preserving the existing water resources and supply, and minimizing
wastewater export.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft report. Please contact me at (925) 875-2255 should you
have any questions.

ODORA BIAGTAN BECE
Principal Engineer :

SK/RB/st
cc: David Requa, DSRSD
Stan Kolodzie, DSRSD

Dublin San Ramon Servites District 18 a Public Entity

HAENGDEPT\CEQA\DSRSD Response to CEQA Documents\City of Pleasanton\Comments DSEIR City of Pton Housing Element Climate Action Plan 10-20-11.doc
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4. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter 1. Dublin San Ramon Services District
(Rhodora Biagtan, Principal Engineer)

1-1 The comment describes the District’ sinterest in the Draft SEIR as the District provides
wastewater treatment and disposal to the City of Pleasanton and currently reclaims a
significant portion of the wastewater treatment stream which is sold as recycled water for
irrigation. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues that require
further response, and is noted.

1-2 The comment indicates the District’s support for the City’ s Water Element goal s, policies
and programs. The comment further states that the District can help the City of
Pleasanton achieve goals rel ated to recycled water. The comment does not raise any
substantive environmental issues that require further response, and is noted.
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Comment Letter 2

November 9, 2011

Via E-Mail

Janice Stern, Planning Manager
Community Development Department
P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

Re:  Review of Housing Element Update DSEIR with Respect to Site 7
Dear Janice:

I am writing to provide a few brief comments on the DSEIR prepared for Pleasanton’s
Housing Element Update and Climate Action Plan. First, [ want to commend you and the
rest of the City Staff for expeditiously moving forward with a thoughtful Housing Element
Update and first rate DSEIR. Pleasanton Gateway supports the City’s efforts to adopt both
the Housing Element Update and the Climate Action Plan. I do however want to raise two
issues with respect to the Pleasanton Gateway site, identified as Site 7 in the DSEIR.

Visual Resources

The DSEIR finds that development on Site 7 may have “significant” impacts on a “scenic
corridor” because views of Pleasanton Ridge from Bernal and Valley may be impacted. To
mitigate this impact, Mitigation Measure 4.A-1 requires that development on Site 7
“incorporate view corridors through the site.” We have several concerns with both the
analysis and this mitigation measure and request revision or clarification in the Final EIR.

The DSEIR finds that impact is “significant” due to the fact that Site 7 is within the 1-680
“scenic corridor” and that views from Bernal and Valley would be impacted. However, the
“scenic corridor” protects views from the designated state scenic highway, not views from
city streets in the vicinity of that highway. As a result, the DSEIR’s conclusion that the
impact may be significant is flawed. Because development on Site 7 would not impede
important views from 1-680, the DSEIR should find that the impact is less than significant.

Even if views from Valley and Bernal are protected, the DSEIR does not account for existing |

site specific characteristics that minimize the importance of these views. Mature trees
currently line Bernal and the center median of Valley. Furthermore, there is significant
mature vegetation in the landscape setback area along the east side of Valley such that the
views of Pleasanton Ridge from those streets and residences are already obstructed. Further,
the DSEIR assumes that any development of Site 7 will necessarily obstruct views of
Pleasanton Ridge. While site plans remain under development, current plans call for the
shortest buildings—no more than two stories—to be located closest to Valley and the tallest

buildings to be close to I-680. By clustering the tallest buildings away from Valley, impacts L

to views will be minimized. Finally, it should be noted in the DSEIR that Site 7 is currently
entitled for seven (7) four (4) story office buildings. A development agreement provides
vested rights to those entitlements through September 2017. The DSFEIR should note that

these vested office buildings would have more significant impacts on views, especially given

sf-3068668

2-1

2-2

2-3


lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
2-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
2-2

lsb
Text Box
2-3


Comment Letter 2

Janice Stern
November 9, 2011
Page Two

that two (2) of the four (4) story office buildings are situated directly on Valley Avenue. For
the reasons stated, the DSEIR should delete the finding that Site 7 will have a significant
impact on visual resources and instead find that the impact is less than significant after
compliance with General Plan policies.

Site 7 Should be Included in Alternative 2

The DSEIR analyzed four alternatives (excluding the no project alternative), including the
“Transit Oriented Alternative™ (Alternative 2). Site 7 is not included in Alternative 2, even
though it provides as good or better access to transit than many of the other sites included in
Alternative 2. For that reason, Pleasanton Gateway requests that the City add Site 7 to
Alternative 2.

The DSEIR describes Alternative 2 as focusing on those sites in close proximity to transit.
Immediately adjacent to Site 7 at the corner of Bernal and Valley is a prominent stop for the
Route 8 bus line. Route 8 provides direct access to two of the key destinations for those
seeking to travel without use of a private automobile: the BART station and downtown
Pleasanton. Route 8 also provides an easy link to the ACE Train station. Additionally, Site
7 has a bus stop and shelter currently in place on Valley Avenue. This was a requirement of
the original Bernal Specific Plan in anticipation of development and the need for a bus line to
this area. Further, a “transit oriented” project should account for not just the ability to take a
bus or BART, but also pedestrian linkages to basic needs and services. Site 7 is situated
within easy walking and biking distance from a new shopping center, the Bernal Park and
schools.

The DSEIR limited Alternative 2 sites to only those that are proximate to BART and Route
10. Itis unclear why the DSEIR limited consideration to only Route 10, particularly where
the access it provides to important destinations like downtown or the Senior Center is not as
good as that provided by Route 8. The DSEIR also does not account for the travel distance
between the closest bus stop and the BART station or whether the sites are located next to a
major stop.

“TOD™ projects are defined more than just by adjacency to transportation corridors. They
are more fully characterized by proximity to neighborhood serving amenities, schools, parks,
etc, that serve to reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled. Site 7°s characteristics
embody that definition and throughout the City sponsored Housing Element Update process,
this site was repeatedly identified as an ideal “TOD” site. Pleasanton Gateway would
thereby request that we be added to the Alternative 2 list of projects.

sf-3068668
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Comment Letter 2

Janice Stern
November 9, 2011
Page Three

Sincerely,

Pleasanton Gateway LLC

Scott Trob

CC: Brian Dolan, Planning Director

sf-3068668



4. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter 2. Pleasanton Gateway LLC
(Scott Trobbe)

2-1 The comment requests revisions or clarifications in the EIR related to the determination
that because Site 7 is within a state scenic corridor and that development at the site would
result in asignificant impact on visual resources. The significance determination in the
Draft SEIR isrelated to the fact that the City’ s General Plan identifies the surrounding
hillsides and Pleasanton Ridge as scenic resources for the community and stipul ates that
views of these hillsides and of Pleasanton Ridge be preserved (see pages 4.A-5, 4.A-10
and 4.A-11 of the Draft SEIR). Significance criteria and thresholds related to aesthetic
resources are not limited to consideration of scenic vistas that are only within a state
scenic highway corridor.

To clarify the reasoning for the SEIR' s significance determination, the text on page 4.A-
13 of the Draft SEIR has been revised as follows:

Along the 1-680 corridor, additional development (housing and a Safeway) is proposed
for the Pleasanton Gateway (Site 7), through which views of important scenic vistas are
currently available. The Specific Plan for Pleasanton Gateway originally identified office
uses with three- to four-story buildings for the Site 7 area, which is currently

undevel oped. Due to their height, the addition of three- to four-story residential buildings
could affect views from Valley and Berna Avenues of Pleasanton Ridge, located to the
west of Site 7 across 1-680.

No residential development is proposed outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. Most of
the potential sites for rezoning are infill development that would have no effect on the
ared s scenic vistas. Devel opment with the potential to affect scenic vistas would occur in
areasthat are dready densely developed (i.e., Sites 1, 2, and 3), except in the case of Site 7,
which would be constructed on currently undeveloped land. By following goals, policies,
and programs included as part of the proposed Housing Element, Genera Plan,
applicable zoning requirements, design guidelines and specific plans, Pleasanton’ s visual
resources, including hillsides and ridgelines, would largely be protected from impacts
resulting from devel opment facilitated by the proposed Housing Element.

Development at Site 7 is currently entitled to allow up to three- and four-story buildings.
Conceptual site plans for Site 7 include a devel opment scenario with two-story buildings
along Valley Avenue. In addition, views of the ridgelines are currently somewhat
ob